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ASSASSINATION OF PRESIDENT 
JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY 
DALLA3, TEXAS 
11/22/63 
MI 8CXLLANKOUS - 
INFORMATION CONCERNING 



TR« purpose of this memorandum i® to set forth 
the instructions I received fro* United States Attorney, 
LOUIS C. LaCOUk, and his assistants, JOHN C. CIQLIMO and 
FRITZ VETERS, concerning my testimony ibefore the Orleans 
Parish Grand Jury inquiry into District Attorney JIM 
GARRISON'® investigation of parties involved in the 
conspiracy to assassinate President KENNEDY . In this 
aesorindua X am setting forth t© the best of my recol- 
lection the general areas of questions put to a« during 
ny appearances before the Grand Jury by District Attorney 
GARRISON and hi* assistants, JAM155 ALCOCX, AMDREN SCIiiMBaA 
and ALVIN OSSR. 



Dnited State® Attorney I^aCOUR initially instruc- 
ted as, after I •pas subpoenaed, to invoke the privilege 
on all questions put to me and to only aaseer a® to oy 
aaa®, the fact that I aa an agent and assigned to the 
Nee Orleans Office of the IW. 



Oa the date of the receipt of the subpoena sad 
until 3ay 17, 1967, and at the hearing before Judge 
BERNARD J. BAGERT of the Criminal District Court of 
Orleans Parish, Nee Orleans, Louisiana, I stood aute 
at all proceedings relating to this setter pursuant to 
instructions of the United States Attorney. 



Oa the morning of fey 17, 1D67, Criminal District 
Judge SAGS3T denied the United states Attorney's eotioa 
to quash the subpoena <vhich I r®csiv©d and ordered ss t© 
appear bs fora the Orleans Parish Grand Jury at % :GC PM, 

©a that date. • . 1 

' • L 

Assistant United States Attorney CI0LI10 and 
inSTULS 7®-a v±tU ass at all of my appearances is Criminal 
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^l®trict Court before Jude-s oipiot 

the Federal Government in this mflter W ®;®J e P rese ating 
anticipated an adverse ruling by Judge BAGER^ 
Government's motion to quash onfey 17 ^ 96 ^ A f t «l th 

hearing on the morning of Mav 17 tqav’ * , the 

s2*'is.5r»ss^i'’ 
r 0 s» v s. E f b r»r ;**<>>■••««• sf-s 0 

SSX S 0 ra N ™ IV™ “ fl S^-SoTSiV,*^ 

ssr.srs^2s si 

that I should i0 !° 

aatter of ny own personal knowledge because tmiy 
in fact, present In the c<.«rtroo. 8 » D th^da^ ' 

4:50 PM. "* I^the^frflnrf 1 i he Grand Jury at approximately 
were GARftlsON and his three 'sslstante 8 t6e f urors 

S“foTthf ? d t“ st « *£%“&£“ r n 

r~ t s 5—- 



0 ™ lin , 0 In re f ar ? to the above question relating to 
0S ^ A ^^ s association with Cubans in the He*? Orlean- -r aa 
*n L s HARVEY OSWALD'S employment by the CIA I had no^ 
not'knowf -‘ter aod^.plied thlt^ d“ 



of questions 

Another series/involving the identity of a heavy 
set Cuban who was "Shepherding” OSWALD around New Orleans 
was propounded to me by District Attorney GARRISON in the 
same manner. I had no knowledge of any such individual 
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*od replied that I did not hcssc. 

Aft®r the first two ©r ihr®e questions. GARRIBOSI 
asked as whether the file* ©f the 7BI contained iaforaatioiB 
coaceraiag OSWAhD’a Mexican activities. At thiss point X 
invoked the privilege and read to GAJUIISON and the Jurors 
the *na * ructions X received fros the Attorney General. 
Throughout ay appearance before the Jury, whenever a. q u «®ti©E 
»aa asked concerning what our files sacked or what X 4i<sQ 
in an investigative capacity, X invoked the privilege la 
each instance. * 



District Attorney GA5LRX SOM asked a series off 
questions regarding the identity of the aaa«s-I estimate 
I® “ U *^ approxisat* y twenty fr 00 a list in his po(sestioa> 
and asked if i knew these individuals. The uses seemed to 
be Cuban or Spanish names and aeant nothing whatsoever t© 

r *^ li * d lhat 1 did not any of these individual*. 

t f Z l iac *P tion o£ ay appearance mud intersperse 
throughout. District Attorney (MimiSOS? propounded siccroae 
ques.ions to a® concerning ay !izc~r-2©d s e of the relationship 
i>© k w®«o caa? SHA^ and UC£ 3AAYEY CSV AID. Whenever th® 
quest ions ^involved ay personal kaosledg® I answer^ Zkm 
question X do not know. &ow®vor 5 the question related 

tho°pri°ileg#* COrCl * ° r inv ** ti ** tiir * operations X invoke 

yroc the questions propounded to a© by District 
Attorney OAhJasOH and aeabers of his staff the matter of 
greatest Importance, which was referred to on several ®e«a- 
sioua during the course of my appearance was what inveetirs- 
:j ^oq ^oq coaduot+d by thm re I to ©aAY SHAW is tfc© 

©^President SSMhSDT. Duri.g these questions, 
OAWiXSOA and members of his staff referred a number of times 
to the Attorney General’s statement la this regard. On sk" 
occasion Assistant District Attorney AbCOCl gave a loam die- 
sertation © a Attorney General CLAM'. statement iSleTil 

th * *«^Tork Times mad mt time* read from article 
which had appeared in this newspaper , Xa regard to the qaos- 
tloa regarding investigation oooduated to clear rg-A T gig! a t? i 
aavoaca the privilege. In regard t© the low York ?1 e®s article 
* aasraored X did aot know aaythiag aboat it. At ssomo tiro 

lniffri K T^*r ti0alag ‘ 1 was b * strict Att©rs®y 

'^f u f SS! if I kae© 2LA7 SSSTMAM5 t© which I auaswBrcsI as. 
Additional questions were ashed ©ff eo by SAMll Ka iav^lvlag 
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whether the FBI had investigated CLAY SEAV a« J 5 .lv 
aad 1 lQvok ^ th. priyilcga 02 each occasio“ 

these questions I do not know, j w *« * J"?* J 

I kn«re SKRGIO ARCACHA ruttw r f 1 ? 0 aak,d »®»th*r 

4 »nrHA w ascaijia SMITH and I replied that 2 had mo®ss 
ARCACHA but was not acquainted with his. ° 

Sir « **??• «««.. n? 

“"L"!«. r, **°“ why th * -£. 

2 naa *l»o asked il I hsd any knowleds-e of th« 
I U r* P Hed°^ a ^ 0 ^° k9r St HOU “* to which 



offic i, aad **• i d «t“^/^o« d i* T * r 

oftioe and that the^^n* 1 *^ thJtt 1 **"* b# *° la 00T *AJOfISTS2’» 

£:"Vi2 2« tle 

‘SKtSf 



_, ;s> _ aa , . "^oygbout ay appearance various question* were inter- 

* r ol JACK SBBT? th. pSJpSU « iS 

rial t to ®®rj Orleans and whether 2 had any knowlade* of ?L 
identity of persona MOBY oontaotsd is New Or 1^1 ns . * I f nlilr«d 
Ooe«tio* ti0 ?* °* ay owa P« r »°B*l knowledge that 1 did »t kwt 

n=“*” ta * T,MOMe ® £ »*“' 
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GASRISOH recouSto^to^L 

^RR 32 in 1963. Be & ?at^ ^ 
Vie *® <J ^ 3S »t that tin. I told hii l diS t^; 

GARRISQS them asked a series of other au«*tinnr 
th® "'priyil«g» rTie ^ Si Wlth raSaIS sad ®* ch tia ® I lavok®d 

sb°u^. y ^i B Ls i :r t ^^“^ q ;i5:s r ° m Lrn tiome 
»%ixr t isr ll B a : £s;r v - * 52 -“- 

s rsi^iis 

whetherS^had n^w** '“^ C quo,tlon *** then asked as to 

cu aL ! r~“°\lL D ^ b * ias b ' 



VATiTi .: 1 .'*' ri " Taia « ^ i-sK - r?™*- 

rsis^. 1 sljt.; - 

Hovesber 22, 19€3 mod I replied I did aot knoT asked 

^here be is aw located and I replied Wasbi^oa 2 C “ 

Prior to ay appearance before the Grand Jury I »as* dwlmari 

diBkSrs^^il^ia'Slih? 1 '^ 101 Attorn# 7 0AREI8OI knee that 8A 
deBRurrs *ui a Washing to a, D.C. aad I did sot feel that 

y UAAai^UM. uARRISGH, is hio cosaosst* to the Graad *r? 

thxt ** b * d knowledge of tbe fact that BA dcBkOXTS 
the otters while ie l©u Orleans and asked for" 

the identity of Agents working security aatt®rs. I jrepli®i 
th® only ©n® j ®©uld recall 8A deSSOSY*. 
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2 sas asked if I knew DEAN AUDREYS and I acknowledged l- 

that I did. I wan asked if DEAN ANDREWS worked for aej 
a.geucy of the Federal Goveraaeat. I answered I did act know 
except that ANDREWS sight hay® worked yssrs ago a® an eaplo^cc 
of the laaigratioa and Naturalisation Service. During the" 
questioning concerning ANDREWS I was asked by a aeaaber of 
th® jury whether I had Investigated DEAN ANDREWS and I re- 
plied that ay contacts with DEAN ANDREWS were set forth im 
the Warren Coeai&sion report. 

I want to point out that throughout GARRISON'* 
questioning of as there was no continuity in the sequence 
of questions or subject natter. Many of the question® 
were phrased as statements of alleged fact designed to 
elicit an agreement fro* so to the facts as stated by hi®. 

GARRISON got no such agreement Xros ao. 
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°? Urt b<for# Jud «« BAGEST and ««r« re presenting 
th* Federal Governmeat in this aatter. These assistant- 
an £icl paled ta adverse ruling by Judge BAGEST on the 
Government *s notioa to quash on Hay 17, 1967. After th© 
hearing on the aorning of May 17, 1967, shea the Govern- 
sen., s rcotion to quash the subpoena vas denied and prior 
to ssy appearance before the Orleans Parish Gitffcd Jury 
Assistant United States Attorneys CIOLIMO and tSTsas" ' 
tempered ILaCOUB's instruction® to the extent that at 
would be necessary for se to Justify i'nvokW the privi- 
lege as it would be subject to Judicial review/ They 
told a© to use my own judgement in invoking the Drivi- 

t* g *i^ d '‘ th * t 1 *^° uld * asiir « r questiJ^jr! df £ own personal 
knowledge, and if I, was in doubt on an* question I^ould 
oob® out and ask them about it. -7\ y/ 

0 , a1oq * thee * in disco s;sln//wiAh CIOLIMO 

and ETULS as to what question® AbOuld and should not be 
answered by so, I had anticipated *hat District Attorney 
GAJLEISOM might possibly ask/ me th. Question, Si/l «IT 
DA¥ID JSMIS on November 22, 1962, in United States 
District Court (during tr^T^pt/CAaLOB MAfcSLiAdn Jraud 
Against --ho GoverasQat charges). They indicated' to ec 
tha^ I should answer la the -/f f irsativs as thi* was a 
matter of ay own personal hsowlodg® because FER£II ©as 
in fact, present IV the Cadrtroos on that date. 

__ l went^Mforo the Grand Jury at approximately 
4.60 PS. In t t« 0r a nd/Jur y room, along with the Jurors 
were GASEISOH and 1 hi a/three assistants mentioned above. 
GA&RI8QM asked host of the questions. During the firfct 
half ef the interrogation GAEXISO® prefaced each question 
with a speech*'-* bating as declarations of fact that 

i , ,aa an •■pioyee of the CIA and was associated with 

thd bens in the Mew Orleans area and did I know this. 

1 f< that si Y of GAiUU ROM’s statement* of alleged fact 
, questions put to ess before the Grand Jury 

were sal ring. 7 
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regard to the above question relating to 
-lation with Cubans in th® M©w Orleans area 
OSWALD'* ®aspl©yi 2 fflsit by the CIA, I had so 
©oaceralng thi* matter asaS replied that I did *©t 
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ilasiher series of question* involving the identity 
si a boavy sob Caban wh© ©a® "Shepherding 1 * OSWALD around JMrw 
c-^Q£i33 uaa propounded to ess by District Attorney GAJLRI®0E 
la 3320 sujxjj. I had 2© hiss^ledgo of any such individual 
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